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 Chapter 7 
 The Boom of Cohabitation in Colombia 
and in the Andean Region: Social and Spatial 
Patterns 
 Albert  Esteve ,  A.  Carolina  Saavedra ,  Julián  López-Colás , 
 Antonio  López- Gay , and  Ron J.  Lesthaeghe 
1  Introduction 
 Colombia exemplifi es the boom of unmarried cohabitation more than any other 
country in the Americas. Between 1973 and 2005, the percentage of 25–29-year-old 
cohabiting women increased from 20 % to 66 %. Within that period, Colombia 
advanced from being among the Latin American countries with low to medium 
levels of cohabitation (similar to those of Costa Rica and Mexico) to achieving the 
fi rst positions in the mid-2000s, with percentages similar to those of the Dominican 
Republic in 2000 (68 %) or Panama in 2000 (62 %). Pending the results of the next 
Colombian census, scheduled for 2016, the Demographic Health Survey (DHS) 
conducted in 2010 confi rms that cohabitation has continued to expand well beyond 
2005 levels. According to DHS data, cohabitation in 2010 was approximately 73.6 %. 
 Despite the increase in cohabitation, the social profi le and spatial distribution of 
cohabiting women (and men) has remained unchanged over the last four decades. 
Cohabitation is highest among women with low educational levels, with an ethnic 
background and living in the Caribbean, Pacifi c, Orinoquia and Amazonian regions. 
By contrast, cohabitation is lowest among women with high educational levels, 
no ethnic background and residing in the Andean region. These patterns have 
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persisted to the present but at much higher levels than in the early 1970s (Saavedra 
et al.  2013 ). 
 Colombia shares with its neighboring countries the social and regional pattern-
ing of cohabitation. These countries compose the Andean region and include 
Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia and, to a lesser extent, Venezuela. In all of these countries, 
cohabitation has increased in recent decades. In Ecuador, cohabitation increased 
from 27 % in 1974 to 47 % in 2010. In Peru, cohabitation levels increased from 29 % 
to 70 % between 1981 and 2007. And in Venezuela, cohabitation increased from 
31 % to 52 % between 1971 and 2001. In Bolivia in 2001, cohabitation among 
25–29-year-old partnered women was at 35 %. 
 Because of the similarities among the Andean countries, we decided to study 
these countries together in this chapter although we focus particularly on Colombia. 
First, we document in detail the increase in cohabitation in Colombia and investi-
gate the historical, social and legal contexts in which the expansion of Colombian 
cohabitation occurred. Based on 2005 Colombian microdata, we implement a 
multilevel model to examine the individual and contextual level determinants of 
cohabitation. In the fi nal section of the chapter, we reproduce identical models for 
Ecuador, Bolivia and Peru. 
2  The Increase in Cohabitation and the Social and Ethnic 
Profi le of Cohabiting Women in Colombia, 1973–2005 
2.1  A Brief Note on the History of Cohabitation 
 The history of cohabitation in Colombia is not particularly different from the history 
of cohabitation in Latin America. Cohabitation and marriage have coexisted in 
Latin America since colonial times. The European colonization of America implied 
interaction between culturally and ethnically heterogeneous groups that yielded a 
complex system of family structures (Castro-Martín  2001 ). Within that context, 
cohabitation emerged as an strategy employed to escape the strong social control of 
the church, the state and families (Rodríguez Vignoli  2004 ; Quilodrán  2001 ). In pre- 
Hispanic America, the indigenous populations had marriage systems quite different 
from the systems present in Europe. Cohabitation was a widespread practice among 
certain indigenous groups (Castro-Martín  2001 ; Quilodrán  1999 ; Vera Estrada and 
Robichaux  2008 ). The  sirvanakuy in the Peruvian and Bolivian Andes or the  amaño 
in Colombia were two clear examples of informal unions. In both cases, cohabita-
tion functioned as a marriage trial to test whether the partners could live together 
(Gutiérrez de Pineda  1968 ; Pribilsky  2007 ; Rojas  2009 ). 
 After the conquest of the Americas and during the peak of colonialism, the 
Catholic Church established and spread its catechism and the sacramental rites, 
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particularly the marriage rite (Ghirardi and Irigoyen López  2009 ; Quilodrán  1999 ). 
The Church condemned all behaviors regarded as heresy such as polygamy, 
 polyandry, bigamy and adultery (Dueñas 1978; Rodríguez  2004 ). The activities of 
the missionaries saw results in the long run and changed the lives of indigenous 
populations. Marriage was also further strengthened by institutions such as the 
 economienda. The infl uence of the Church in addition to the role of the  encomend-
ero fostered marriage among the indigenous populations as a strategy to ensure a 
supply of workers, maintain stability within the community and guarantee the pay-
ment of tributes. 
 Despite the Church-fostered ethnic endogamous marriages, the ethnic and racial 
diversity of colonial Latin America and the interaction among indigenous, black and 
Hispanic populations resulted in an intense  mestizaje . Given that the infl uence of the 
Church on the black and  mestizo population was rather weak and less intense than 
among the indigenous populations, cohabitation emerged (Rodríguez  2004 ; Vera 
Estrada and Robichaux  2008 ). Consequently, the vast majority of unions among 
black and  mestizo populations were formed without the marriage bond (Dueñas 
 1997 ; Rodríguez  2004 ). The  mestizaje thrived through the  amancebamiento and 
 concubinato . The former was a stable union, most common among single popula-
tions. The latter had a less stable nature than the  amancebamiento and, in most 
cases, assumed the form of adultery. Compared with marriage, the  amancebamiento 
and the  concubinato were weaker and less stable types of unions (Rodríguez  2004 ). 
Marriage reigned at the very top of the social hierarchy although the ability of the 
state and the Church to impose marriage was quite unequal. Marriage was rare 
among the  mestizo and slave populations and in those isolated areas in which the 
lack of administration hindered its implementation. 
 At the end of the colonial period, which was at the beginning of the nineteenth 
century, cohabitation, in the form of  amacebamiento and  concubinato , remained 
strongly rooted among the lowest social classes, and its geographic distribution 
within Colombia clearly followed the ethnic and religious contours of the country. 
 During the twentieth century, the evolution of cohabitation occurred in two dif-
ferent stages. During the fi rst half of the century, the formation of both formal and 
informal unions generally intensifi ed. Marriage reached its highest levels near mid- 
century and among women born between 1910 and 1914 (Zamudio and Rubiano 
 1991 ). For the next generations, marriage began to decline. In the 1960s, cohabita-
tion began a strong expansion that persists today. Such expansion occurred in a 
context of strong structural and cultural change. Females’ education and participa-
tion in the labor market began to expand as fertility declined. Access to contracep-
tion increased, and attitudes toward marriage changed (Zamudio and Rubiano 
 1991 ). Cohabitation increased at the expenses of marriage. Before the law of divorce 
in 1976, cohabitation was the only option for second unions among married popula-
tions. In addition to the increase in cohabitation, separation and divorce had also 
increased, as did the number of female-headed households (Pachón  2007 ). 
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2.2  The Legal Institutionalization of Civil Marriage 
and Cohabitation 
 The expansion of cohabitation and the deinstitutionalization of marriage have paral-
leled changes in legislation. Before the institutionalization of civil marriage, the 
Church had the exclusive power to marry. The institutionalization of civil marriage 
in Latin America dates back to the end of the nineteenth century (Quilodrán  2003 ). 
In Colombia, the Law of Marriage of 1853 exclusively recognized civil marriage 
and waived the legal status of canonical marriage. However, 3 years later, canonical 
marriage regained its legality, but only until 1862. These back-and-forth changes in 
marriage legislation illustrate the tensions between the liberal and conservative 
movements during the second half of the nineteenth century. In 1887, Law 57/1887 
legalized Catholic marriage (Guzman Álvarez  2006 ; Aristizábal  2007 ). No further 
legal changes concerning marriage occurred until 1974. In that year, Law 20/1974 
fi nalized the adoption of civil marriage and recognized the civil nature of Catholic 
marriages without requiring apostasy. Two years later, the Law of Divorce for civil 
marriages was adopted. 
 The primary legal developments regarding cohabitation occurred between 1968 
and 2005, when several laws were adopted to legally increase the security of cohab-
iting unions and the offspring of those unions. Cecilia’s Law in 1968 was the fi rst to 
regulate cohabitation. This law established paternal legal recognition of children 
born out of wedlock, offered legal protection to those children and established 
paternal responsibility for their children. Law 29/1987 equalized the inheritance 
rights of “legitimate” and “illegitimate” children (Echeverry de Ferrufi no  1984 ). 
Law 54/1990 established the legal defi nition of a consensual union as a “union 
between a man and a woman that, without being married, constitute a unique and 
permanent community of life.” In addition, this law regulated the property gover-
nance between permanent partners: a property society is established when the  de 
facto marital union exceeds a period of no less than 2 years of co-residence between 
a man and a woman with or without the legal impediment of marrying. In 1991, the 
Colombian Constitution established the family as the center of society and simulta-
neously recognized the legal validity of consensual unions. The Constitution equal-
ized the rights of and obligations toward children regardless of the union status of 
their parents. Finally, Law 979/2005, which partially modifi ed Law 54/1990, estab-
lished more effi cient procedures to verify the existence of  de facto marital unions 
(Castro-Martín et al.  2011 ). 
2.3  The Growth of Cohabitation and Its Age Profi le 
 Figure  7.1 documents the increase in cohabitation in Colombia since 1973. This 
fi gure shows the percentage of partnered women in cohabitation according to age in 
the last four Colombian population censuses. The respective census microdata are 
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available through the IPUMS-International project (Minnesota Population Center 
 2014 ). The percentage of cohabitating women among women in union decreases 
with age. Cohabitation is much more frequent among young women than among 
older women although cohabitation rates increased across all ages between 1973 
and 2005. The percentage of cohabitating 20-year-old partnered women increased 
from 22 % to 82 % between 1973 and 2005, and for 30-year-old women, the rate 
increased from 20 % to 60 %. For older women, the increase in cohabitation during 
this period is less noticeable.
 The age profi le of cohabitation may be the result of either an age effect or a 
cohort effect. An age effect would indicate that as people age, the transition from 
cohabitation to marriage becomes more likely. A cohort effect indicates that with 
every new generation entering the marriage market, cohabitation is more wide-
spread and not does necessarily disappear as women age. Without appropriate lon-
gitudinal data, it is diffi cult to provide a defi nitive answer regarding which effect is 
stronger. However, as an indirect measurement, we can follow cohorts over time 
using different censuses. The dotted lines in Fig.  7.1 represent several cohorts of 
women by year of birth. The results indicate an extremely stable/fl at age pattern but 
at different levels depending on the year of birth. Cohabitation is much higher 
 Fig. 7.1  Percentage of partnered Colombian women currently cohabiting by age and selected 
birth cohorts in the censuses from 1973 to 2005 ( Source : Authors’ elaboration based on census 
samples from IPUMS-International) 
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among younger cohorts than among older ones. Cohabitation among partnered 
women born in 1955 has remained between 31 and 33 % between age 18 and age 30. 
Of women born in 1967, 56 % were cohabiting at age 26 and 48 % at age 38. These 
results provide clear support for the cohort effect: once the majority of women of a 
given cohort have entered into a union (at approximately age 30), cohabitation 
remains stable at older ages. This suggests that the age pattern that we observe in the 
cross-sectional view is merely the result of the importance of cohabitation when 
these women were young and entering into unions. 
2.4  The Educational Gradient in Cohabitation 
 Table  7.1 presents the distribution of women 25–29 years old by years of schooling. 
This table also shows the percentage of women in unions among all women and the 
percentage of cohabiting women among all women in unions. Overall, the fi gures in 
Table  7.1 show that the expansion of cohabitation has occurred in a context of edu-
cational expansion and of relative stability of the age at union formation. The per-
centage of women with 12 years of schooling or more increased from 2.9 % to 
19.4 % between 1973 and 2005. The percentage of women without schooling cor-
respondingly decreased from 17 % to 5.5 %.
 The expansion of education has had a modest effect on a woman’s age at union 
formation because the percentage of women in unions only declined from 67 % to 
59 % during this period. Whereas it may appear that there is a slight postponement 
in union formation, it is important to note that the percentage of women in union 
does not include all women who are ever in union. Some women at the time of the 
census were not in a union because of separation, divorce or, to a much lesser extent, 
widowhood. If we consider all women ever in union, the percentage of women ever 
in union is quite stable over time (Rodríguez Vignoli  2011 ; Esteve et al.  2013 ). 
Current trends over time in women in union show different patterns according to 
 Table 7.1  Distribution of women aged 25–29 by years of schooling and union 
characteristics. Colombia, 1973–2005 
 Years of 
schooling 
 1973  1985  1993  2005  1973  1985  1993  2005  1973  1985  1993  2005 
 % Population  % in union 
 % partnered women in 
cohabitation 
 0  17.0  6.8  4.7  5.5  67.4  70.9  67.1  61.3  40.5  61.1  72.3  83.5 
 1–5  57.8  41.7  34.7  33.0  69.9  72.2  71.6  72.9  18.8  39.8  58.3  74.8 
 6–9  16.5  23.2  26.3  17.5  63.1  67.9  69.0  69.2  6.4  29.6  49.9  75.3 
 10–11  5.9  17.9  19.7  24.6  58.5  58.8  60.2  58.5  2.3  17.1  35.3  62.7 
 12 years +  2.9  10.4  14.6  19.4  50.2  43.8  42.3  41.6  1.4  7.0  21.7  43.9 
 Total  100  100  100  100  67.1  65.7  64.2  59.0  19.4  33.0  48.8  65.6 
 Source : Authors’ tabulations based on census samples from IPUMS-International 
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years of schooling. The percentage of women in union declines among women with 
no schooling and among women with 12 or more years of education at both ends of 
the educational hierarchy, although not necessarily for identical reasons. However, 
the percentage of women in union increases among women with 1–9 years of edu-
cation and remains stable among women with 10–11 years of education. 
 Regarding cohabitation, the observed trends unambiguously indicate higher lev-
els of cohabitation over time across all educational groups (see also Fig.  7.2 ). There 
is a clear educational gradient by which women with fewer years of schooling are 
more prone to cohabitation than women with more years of schooling. The educa-
tional gradient persists across all census years but at much higher levels. Slightly 
over 40 % of partnered women without schooling were cohabiting in 1973, com-
pared with 83.5 % in 2005. In relative numbers, the jump in cohabitation among the 
highly educated, 12 years or more, is even more spectacular: from 1.4 % in 1973 to 
43.9 % in 2005. Throughout Latin America, the expansion of cohabitation has 
occurred in a context of dramatic educational expansion. Given the negative relation 
between education and cohabitation observed at the micro level, less cohabitation 
should be expected with the expansion of education; however, the opposite occurred 
(Esteve et al.  2012 ).
 Fig. 7.2  Percentage cohabiting among partnered women aged 25–29 by years of schooling. 
Colombia, 1973–2005 ( Source : Authors’ elaboration based on census samples from 
IPUMS-International) 
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2.5  The Ethnic Dimension of Cohabitation 
 Finally, we examine cohabitation by ethnic background and years of schooling. 
Figure  7.3 shows the percentage of cohabiting women among 25–29-year-old part-
nered women by ethnic background and years of schooling. The fi rst Colombian 
census to register ethnicity for the entire population was the 1993 census (DANE 
 2007b ). The 1993 census form included a question regarding ethnic background 
based on self-reporting. Persons had to respond ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to the question regard-
ing whether they belonged to any ethnic or indigenous group or black community. 
If the answer was positive, the name of the ethnic, indigenous or black community 
had to be reported. This approach led to a signifi cant underestimation of some 
groups, particularly black communities. To address such bias, the 2005 census mod-
ifi ed the original question and asked the following: ‘According to your culture, 
group or physical characteristics, the respondent is known as  Indigenous ;  Rom ; 
 Raizal of the archipileago of San Andres and Providence ;  Palenquero of San Basilio ; 
 Black, mulatto, African-Colombian or of African ancestry ;  None of the above ’
(DANE  2007a ).
 The 2005 ethnic question increased the statistical visibility of the black popula-
tion compared with the 1993 census. Because of the lack of comparability between 
the 1993 and 2005 censuses, we focus exclusively on the latter. The educational 
gradient in cohabitation is present in the three ethnic groups: more years of school-
ing, less cohabitation (Fig.  7.3 ). At all educational levels, black women show the 
highest levels of cohabitation, followed by indigenous women and then women with 
no ethnic background, who compose the majority of the population. 
 Fig. 7.3  Percentage cohabiting among partnered women aged 25–29 by ethnic background. 
Colombia, 2005 ( Source : Authors’ elaboration based on census samples from 
IPUMS-International) 
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3  The Geography of Cohabitation in Colombia 
3.1  The Physical and Social Geography of Colombia Based 
on the Work of Gutierrez Pineda 
 The geography of cohabitation in Colombia is extremely diverse and full of con-
trasts. As we have shown in Chap.  1 , cohabitation in Colombia 2005 may range 
from values as low as 8.7 % to values as high as 95.4 % across different municipali-
ties. Despite the recent increase in cohabitation, its spatial distribution has remained 
unchanged. To understand the geography of cohabitation in Colombia, some back-
ground knowledge of its physical and cultural geography is necessary. Colombia is 
divided into fi ve natural regions: Caribbean, Pacifi c, Andean, Orinoquia and 
Amazonia; each region has its own physical character regarding the environment, 
the climate, and the orography. The boundaries of these regions are strongly deter-
mined by the presence of the Andes Mountains and its three primary ranges, 
 Cordillera Oriental ,  Occidental and  Central . The presence of these ranges has 
caused some regions of Colombia to remain relatively isolated. Colombia’s hetero-
geneous geography in addition to its cultural and ethnic diversity results in an 
extremely diverse country, which has contributed to its family heterogeneity. 
 From a social and cultural point of view, the best manner in which to approach 
the social and family geography of Colombia is reading the work of Colombian 
anthropologist Virginia Gutierrez Pineda. In the 1950s, Gutierrez Pineda conducted 
one of the most complete studies on family systems in Latin America. The work was 
published in 1968 under the title  Familia y Cultura en Colombia (Family and 
Culture in Colombia). It was an exhaustive study of Colombian families in the three 
most populated regions of the country: the Caribbean, the Pacifi c and the Andean 
regions. Within these regions, Pineda identifi ed four cultural complexes: the  Andean , 
the  Santander , the  Antioquian , and the  Coastal-Mining complex. In Map  7.1 , we 
show the geographic boundaries of the four complexes. 
 The  Andean complex primarily comprised descendants of indigenous popula-
tions with a small white population. The  Andean complex was characterized by 
strong patriarchal norms and great religious assimilation. Therefore, marriage was 
strongly present in this area. In the  Santander complex, the Hispanic presence was 
greater than in the  Andean complex, and the presence of indigenous populations 
was much lower. The  Santander was also an extremely patriarchal complex. The 
low presence of black populations and the presence of religious and economic insti-
tutions such as the  encomienda fostered the religious assimilation of the indigenous 
groups. However, marriage was not particularly important to the Hispanic popula-
tion. Among Hispanic families, patriarchal norms and the political tensions with the 
Church moved these families away from the infl uence of the Church. Marriages 
were arranged by the families and were therefore strongly endogamic in terms of 
social status. 
 The  Antioquian complex was the most heavily infl uenced by the Church, which 
structured the families under its norms. Religious marriage was the dominant form 
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of union. Historically, the  Antionquian complex had the lowest levels of cohabita-
tion and the highest marriage rates. Cohabitation within this complex occurred in 
the urban areas or in areas adjoining the other complexes. Finally, the  Coastal- 
mining complex was a tri-ethnic complex with a predominantly black population. 
Poverty was higher than in any other complex, and the Church had a rather limited 
infl uence. Hence, cohabitation was the dominant form of union. The geographic 
isolation of these areas combined with the lack of infl uence from the Church 
explains the diminished presence of marriage in the  Coastal-mining complex. 
 Map 7.1  Percentage cohabiting among partnered women aged 25–29 by Colombian municipalities 
1973–1985 ( Source : Authors’ elaboration based on census samples from IPUMS-International) 
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3.2  The Geography of Cohabitation at Municipal Level, 
1973–2005 
 Map  7.1 shows the geography of cohabitation in 1973, 1985, 1993 and 2005. 
It represents the percentage of cohabitation among 25–29-year-old partnered 
women in 532 spatial units that correspond to Colombian municipalities or groups 
of municipalities. The geographic boundaries of Gutierrez Pineda’s four cultural 
complexes are highlighted on the maps. The geography of cohabitation in Colombia 
is quite diverse. Consistent with Pineda, the  Coastal-mining complex shows the 
highest proportion of cohabiting women. This complex includes the majority of the 
municipalities along the Caribbean and Pacifi c coasts. The Caribbean coast is char-
acterized by  mestizo populations and the important presence of Afro-Colombian 
populations, the majority of whom reside in the Department of Boliviar. The Pacifi c 
coast includes the largest concentrations of Afro-Colombian populations in sparsely 
populated areas, such as in the Department of Chocó. Cohabitation in the  Coastal- 
mining complex grew to 72.8 % in 2005, from 45 % in 1973.
 The  Andean ,  Santander and  Antioquian complexes had traditionally lower levels 
of cohabitation than the  Coastal-mining complex. The  Antioquian and  Santander 
complexes have similar levels of cohabitation, which increased from 20 % in 1985 
to 54 % in 2005. Cohabitation in the  Andean complex grew from 24 % in 1985 to 
63 % in 2005. These three complexes belong to the Andean and Central regions of 
Colombia that have historically been the most economically developed regions and 
contain the largest cities in the country (e.g., Bogotá, Cali and Medellín). 
 The Orinoquia and the Amazonian regions were not included in Gutierrez 
Pineda’s work but can be studied with the census. These two regions are character-
ized by a large presence of indigenous populations in a low-density setting. For 
example, in the eastern Departments of Vaupes and Guainía, the percentage of 
indigenous populations exceeds 60 % of the entire population. The level of cohabi-
tation in these areas is similar to levels in the  Coastal-mining complex. Cohabitation 
in these regions increased from 43 % to 71 % between 1985 and 2005. 
 Despite the surge in cohabitation, its spatial distribution has scarcely changed. 
The spatial distribution of high and low values of cohabitation has remained rela-
tively constant over time. One manner of showing this stability is to observe this 
trend in the Local Indicators of Spatial Association (LISA). LISA indicators belong 
to the family of spatial autocorrelation measurements (Anselin  1995 ) and indicate 
the extent to which a particular observation correlates with its neighboring units. 
Positive autocorrelation indicate spatial clustering of values similar to the unit of 
reference. Negative spatial autocorrelation indicates spatial clustering of values dis-
similar to the reference unit. Positive autocorrelation can be further deconstructed 
into two groups based on whether the similitude is to high or low values of cohabita-
tion. The LISA indicators are based on standardized levels of cohabitation within 
each year; thus, the increase in cohabitation is neutralized. When this occurs, we can 
clearly observe a nearly identical spatial patterning over the 4 years (see Map  7.2 ), 
indicating, once again, the stability of the geographic pattern of cohabitation over time.
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4  A Multilevel Model of Cohabitation in Colombia, 2005 
 The previous sections depicted the social profi le and spatial patterning of cohabita-
tion in Colombia. We have also shown that despite the increase in cohabitation, its 
social and spatial patterning has remained constant over time. We now turn to the 
2005 census microdata to implement a multivariate multilevel logistic regression 
model of cohabitation based on individual and contextual characteristics at the 
municipal level. The multilevel logistic regression model serves three primary pur-
poses. First, this model allows us to examine the individual profi le of cohabiting 
women in a multivariate framework in which the role of education and ethnic 
 Map 7.2  LISA cluster maps of unmarried cohabitation in Colombia 1973–2005 ( Source : Authors’ 
elaboration based on census samples from IPUMS-International) 
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background and other individual variables can be simultaneously considered. 
Second, the multilevel logistic regression model assesses the importance of contex-
tual variables by measuring its infl uence on the probability of cohabitation, which 
allows us to answer the following question: Is the ethnic composition of the munici-
pality more important for cohabitation than the ethnic background of the individual? 
Third, multilevel models offer the possibility of exploring the degree to which the 
variance at the municipal level is explained by the individual- and contextual-level 
variables.
 Our model includes three individual and four contextual-level variables. As indi-
vidual variables, we include education, ethnic background and migratory status (see 
Table  7.2 ). At the contextual level, we considered four variables on the municipal 
scale and one on the department scale. On the municipal scale, we included a mea-
sure regarding the level of education, the ethnic background and the migrant com-
position of the population. The fourth variable at the municipal level is altitude, 
which in Chap.  1 has been strongly and negatively correlated to cohabitation. The 
infl uence of religion was important to consider; however, religious data were not 
available at the municipal level. Therefore, we used department-level data from the 
Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) data source to include the propor-
tion of Catholics in each department. This obliged us to develop a three-level model 
with individuals nested into municipalities and municipalities nested into 
departments.
 Table  7.3 shows the results of four different specifi cations of the multilevel logis-
tic regression model of cohabitation. The interpretation of the results is analogous 
to a logistic regression model in which the estimated parameters are shown in odds 
ratios. Odds ratios express the relative risk of experiencing an event given a particu-
lar category (e.g., more education) compared with the reference category (e.g., less 
education). Values above 1 indicate that the relative risk of that particular category 
is higher than the reference category. Values below 1 indicate the contrary. In a mul-
tilevel model, the constant is deconstructed in various sections: the fi xed intercept 
plus a random effect for each unit at each level. In our case, we have designed a 
three-level model in which level one is the individual, level two is the municipality 
of residence and level three, the department of residence. As output, multilevel 
models yield the variance of the random effects at each level. A higher variance 
indicates greater heterogeneity across units. If the variance were zero, this would 
mean that there were no differences across municipalities or departments. An inter-
esting feature of multilevel models is that we can observe how much of the variance 
is modifi ed after including (controlling for) individual and contextual variables. If 
the heterogeneity across level two (municipalities) or level three (departments) units 
is explained by the socioeconomic characteristics of their populations, the variance 
across units should decrease after considering such characteristics in the model. 
 We start our modeling strategy with an empty model in which there is only one 
term: the constant. This model predicts the probability of a 25–29-year-old part-
nered woman being in an unmarried cohabitation as opposed to a married union. 
However, this probability is stratifi ed by municipality and department of residence. 
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 Table 7.2  Characteristics of the individual and contextual variables included in the multilevel 
logistic regression model of unmarried cohabitation, women aged 25–29. Colombia, 2005 
 Category  % 
 % partnered 
women in 
cohabitation 
 Standard 
Deviation  N 
 Dependent variables 
  Women in union 
  Married  32.6  –  –  30,987 
  Cohabiting  67.4  –  –  64,140 
 Individual variables 
  Educational attainment 
  Less than primary  24.6  78.1  –  23,221 
  Primary completed  38.8  74.3  –  36,701 
  Secondary completed  30.9  59.0  –  29,251 
  University completed  5.7  34.7  –  5,399 
  Ethnic background 
  No ethnic background  82.0  63.7  –  77,981 
  Afro-descendant  10.9  78.2  –  10,348 
  Indigenous  6.4  73.8  –  6,074 
  Other  0.7  68.3  –  724 
  Migration status 
   Sedentary (resides in municipality 
of birth) 
 61.0  64.6  –  57,803 
   Migrant (resides in different 
municipality as birth) 
 39.0  66.9  –  36,961 
 Contextual variables  Median 
  Municipality level 
   Percentage of women with 
secondary education or more 
 14.3  –  0.08  – 
   Percentage of women with no 
ethnic background 
 93.5  –  0.26  – 
   Percentage of women residing 
in different municipality from 
birth municipality 
 30.0  –  0.16  – 
  Altitude 
   Up to 500 m  31.7  73.0  –  – 
   500–1000 m  9.1  68.8  –  – 
   1000–1500 m  16.3  65.2  –  – 
   1500–2000 m  10.2  56.8  –  – 
   2000–3000 m  15.2  56.6  –  – 
   Above 3000 m  17.5  63.9  –  – 
  Department level  – 
  Percentage of Catholics  83.3  –  0.09  – 
 Source : Authors’ tabulations based on census samples from IPUMS-International and the 2009 
Americas Barometer 
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 Table 7.3  Estimated odds ratios from a multilevel logistic regression model of unmarried 
cohabitation by individual and contextual characteristics, women aged 25–29. Colombia, 2005 
 Category  Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 
 Individual variables 
  Education 
  Less than primary (ref.)  1  1  1 
  Primary completed  0.82  0.82  0.82 ** 
  Secondary completed  0.39  0.39  0.39 ** 
  University completed  0.13  0.13  0.13 ** 
  Ethnic background 
  No ethnic background (ref.)  1  1  1 
  Afro-descendant  1.41  1.41  1.41 ** 
  Indigenous  0.86  0.86  0.86 ** 
  Other  0.95*  0.95 *  0.95 
  Migration status 
  Sedentary (ref.)  1  1  1 
  Migrant  1.16  1.16  1.00 
 Contextual variables 
  Percentage of women with secondary 
education or more (municipality) 
 0.99 **  0.99 * 
  Percentage of women with no ethnic 
background (municipality) 
 0.99  1.00 ** 
  Percentage of migrants (municipality)  1.01  1.01 
  Level of Catholicism in the department 
  At or above the median  0.61 **  0.79 * 
  Below the median  1  1 
  Altitude 
  Up to 500 m  1.00 
  500–1000 m  0.73 
  1000–1500 m  0.57 
  1500–2000 m  0.44 
  2000–3000 m  0.36 
  Above 3000 m  0.25 
 Variance 
  Municipalities  0.38  0.36  0.32  0.26 
  Departments  0.26  0.27  0.15  0.11 
 Intercept  0.96  **   1.37  2.03  *   1.97  *  
 Note : All the coeffi cients are statistically signifi cant at  p < 0.001 except * :  p < 0.05 and ** :  p < 0.01 
 Source : Authors’ tabulations based on census samples from IPUMS-International and the 2009 
Americas Barometer 
Thus, the constant is partitioned into a fi xed effect plus a random effect at higher 
levels. The variance at both levels indicates that there are statistically signifi cant 
differences across municipalities (0.38) and across departments (0.26). Model 2 
adds three individual variables to the baseline model: education, ethnic background 
and migratory status. All of these variables have a statistically signifi cant effect 
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on cohabitation. Highly educated women are less likely to cohabit than poorly 
educated women. Afro-Colombian (black) women are more likely to cohabit than 
women with no ethnic background. Indigenous women are less likely to cohabit 
than women with no ethnic background. Women who are not living in the munici-
pality of their birth are more likely to cohabit than women who do reside in the 
municipality of their birth. Although all individual variables have a signifi cant effect 
on cohabitation, the variance at the municipal and contextual levels has scarcely 
changed from the baseline model. This shows that regional differences in cohabita-
tion persist after controlling for the individual characteristics of the regions’ inhabit-
ants. In other words, women with identical socioeconomic characteristics in two 
different regions may have quite different levels of cohabitation. 
 Model 3 adds four contextual variables to the model, three variables at the 
municipal level and one variable – religion – at the department level. Again, we 
identify statistically signifi cant effects for all contextual variables. Consistent with 
the individual effects, as the percentage of women with secondary education in the 
municipality increases, the level of cohabitation decreases. Similarly, cohabitation 
is lowest in those areas with the fewest women with an ethnic background. The 
presence of migrants in the municipality is positively related to cohabitation. Finally, 
there is less cohabitation in those departments in which there are the greatest pro-
portions of Catholics (above the median level of the country). 
 Adding the contextual characteristics at the municipal and department levels 
leads to two basic conclusions. First, there is an important structural-level dimen-
sion of cohabitation that suggests that regardless of individual characteristics, 
women living in areas with low levels of education, a high ethnic presence, a high 
migrant component, and low levels of religiosity are more likely to cohabit than 
women living in areas with the opposite characteristics. Second, contextual charac-
teristics do not account for the heterogeneity across municipalities; however, the 
variance across departments has shrunk from 0.27 in Model 2 to 0.15 in Model 3, 
primarily because of the religiosity factor. 
 Finally, Model 4 adds the altitude at the municipal level. Given that there are 
several units with more than one municipality, we used a population-weighted aver-
age of the altitude corresponding to each municipality in that group. As shown in 
Chap.  1 , we identifi ed a striking relation between altitude and cohabitation in all 
Andean countries except in Peru. Colombia and Ecuador were the clearest examples 
of that correlation. In a multilevel framework, we can now test whether the altitude 
gradient remains statistically signifi cant after controlling for socio-economic indi-
vidual and contextual level characteristics. The answer to this question is yes. 
Cohabitation decreases with altitude even in a model in which the educational, eth-
nic, migrant and religious dimensions are considered. Not only does altitude have a 
statistically signifi cant effect on cohabitation but also decreases the variance left at 
the municipal and department levels. At the municipal level, the variance decreases 
from 0.33 to 0.25 between Models 3 and 4. This indicates that our models are not 
completely capturing the rich spatial variation of Colombian cohabitation, which 
suggests the need to further investigate what altitude is in fact capturing.
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 To conclude the multilevel analysis of cohabitation in Colombia, we decided to 
examine the random (or residual) effects estimated by Model 2 at the municipal 
level and cross-tabulate those effects by two dimensions. The results of this exercise 
are shown in Table  7.4 . The fi rst dimension classifi es municipalities based on their 
contextual characteristics regarding education, ethnicity and religion. The second 
dimension classifi es municipalities according to which cultural complex the munic-
ipality belongs to according to Gutierrez Pineda’s classifi cation. For each combina-
tion of the two dimensions, we compute the average of the residual effects at the 
municipal level and show the number of municipalities that fall into each category. 
Positive values indicate that the municipalities that belong to that combination have 
higher than average levels of cohabitation, and negative values indicate lower than 
average levels of cohabitation. Municipalities with identical contextual characteris-
tics have different values of cohabitation depending on which cultural complex the 
municipality belongs to. Regardless of their contextual characteristics, the munici-
palities in the  Antioquian and  Santander complexes have systematically low levels 
of cohabitation. In the  Andean complex, cohabitation is typically below the average 
but not always. In this complex, only the municipalities with low percentages of 
Catholics and a strong ethnic presence have levels of cohabitation above the aver-
age. In the coastal-mining complex and in the Amazonian and Orinoquia regions, 
we fi nd the municipalities with the highest levels of cohabitation regardless of their 
contextual characteristics, with few exceptions. 
5  Cohabitation in the Andean States 
 Using the same analytical approach employed in the Colombian data, the fi nal sec-
tion of this chapter is devoted to the Andean countries that because of their charac-
teristics and the availability of data allow running a similar model. We focus on 
Bolivia, Ecuador and Peru, which with Colombia belong to the so-called Andean 
States. We have excluded Venezuela from the analysis because the presence of the 
Andes there is less important than in the other countries and because the 2001 cen-
sus includes a limited coverage of key variables such as ethnicity. 
 The geography of cohabitation in Ecuador, Bolivia and Peru is quite heteroge-
neous. In Chap.  1 , we have shown that Ecuador displays the highest internal con-
trast regarding cohabitation. We have also observed that, except for Peru, there is a 
strong relation between altitude and the presence of cohabitation. To examine the 
infl uence of the socioeconomic profi le of women and the infl uence of contextual 
variables on cohabitation, we use multilevel logistic regression models in which 
individual variables are at the fi rst level of analysis and the contextual characteris-
tics are at the second level. In Ecuador, we use 114  cantones as geographic units; in 
Bolivia, 84 provinces; and 176 provinces in Peru. Map  7.3 shows the percentage of 
25–29-year-old partnered women in cohabitation in the three countries.
 We comment on the results of the models country by country; however, we use the 
same analytical strategy for all countries. Model 1 is the baseline or empty model. 
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In this model, the intercept is partitioned into two components: the fi xed effect plus 
a random effect for each of the units at the second level ( cantones in Ecuador and 
provinces in Bolivia and Peru). Model 2 includes individual variables. These vari-
ables refer to the ethnic, educational, and migration backgrounds and when avail-
able, the language spoken. Model 3 adds several contextual variables. Model 4 
examines whether altitude remains a signifi cant infl uence on the level of 
cohabitation. 
5.1  Bolivia 
 Table  7.5 shows the results for Bolivia, 2001. The Bolivian model includes four 
individual-level variables – ethnicity, education, migration status, and urban resi-
dence – and 4 contextual-level variables based on the ethnicity, education, migration 
status and altitude of each  cantón . We have dichotomized each  cantón based on 
whether the presence of the Quechua population was above or below the median 
among  cantones . The same strategy was used for the percentage of women with 
secondary education and women born in the  cantón of residence. Altitude was 
 Map 7.3  Percentage cohabiting among partnered women aged 25–29. Bolivia, 2001; Ecuador, 
2010; and Peru, 2007 ( Source : Authors’ elaboration based on census samples from 
IPUMS-International) 
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 Table 7.5  Sample characteristics and estimated odds ratios from a multilevel logistic regression 
model of unmarried cohabitation among partnered women aged 25–29 by selected individual and 
contextual level characteristics. Bolivia, 2001 
 Category 
 Distribution 
in %  Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 
 Dependent variable 
  Married  65.32 
  Cohabitation  34.68 
 Individual variables 
  Ethnicity 
  Guarani  1.60  1.34  1.34  1.34 
  Chiquitano  2.42  0.93 **  0.93 **  0.93 
  Quechua  30.71  0.86  0.86  0.87 
  Aymara  25.34  0.81  0.81  0.81 
  Other indigenous  2.45  1.39  1.39  1.39 
  Spanish (ref.)  37.49  1  1  1 
  Education 
  University completed  3.70  0.08  0.08  0.08 
  Secondary completed  25.8  0.38  0.38  0.38 
  Primary completed  38.6  0.88  0.88  0.88 
   Less than primary 
completed (ref.) 
 31.8  1  1  1 
  Migration last 5 years 
  Abroad  1.12  0.87 **  0.87 **  0.87 
   Different major 
administrative unit 
 16.17  1.16  1.16  1.16 ** 
   Same major, different minor 
administrative unit 
 0.20  1.30 *  1.30 *  1.30 
   Same major, same minor 
administrative unit (ref.) 
 82.51  1  1  1 
  Urban 
  Rural  32.44  0.95 **  0.95  0.95 
  Urban (ref.)  67.56  1  1  1 
 Contextual variables. Proportions by provinces for all women 
  Quechua/Aymara (median 45.6 %) 
  At or above the median  0.41  0.56 
  Below the median  1  1 
  Secondary (median 11.0 %) 
  At or above the median  0.99 *  1.19 
  Below the median  1  1 
  Born in same administrative unit (median 89.5 %) 
  At or above the median  0.77 *  1.13 
  Below the median  1  1 
  Altitude 
  Above 3000 m  40.5  0.39 
(continued)
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categorized in 6 categories, ranging from less than 500 m below sea level to over 
3000 m above sea level.
 Model 1 is the empty model. It presents the variance that exists across  cantones 
when neither individual nor contextual level variables are considered. In this model, 
the variance is 0.90. Model 2 includes all the individual variables and shows that the 
estimated odds ratios are statistically signifi cant. Regarding ethnicity, women of 
Quechua and Aymara ethnicity, who combined compose more than 50 % of the 
population, are less likely to cohabit than women who reported Spanish ethnicity 
(the reference category). By contrast, Guaraní and other indigenous groups have 
higher odds of cohabiting than women with Spanish ethnicity. Chiquitano women 
are slightly less likely to cohabit than Spanish women. 
 The relation between cohabitation and education shows a steep negative gradi-
ent. Women with a university education are less likely to cohabit than women with 
less than a primary education. Except for Bolivian women who were living abroad 
5 years earlier, cohabitation is always higher among women who were living in a 
different municipality 5 years earlier than among women who were living in the 
same municipality. Women in rural areas are less likely to cohabit than women in 
urban areas, although the difference between rural and urban areas is rather small. 
Including the individual variables in the model has had little effect on the variance 
observed across provinces (0.88 compared to 0.91 in Model 1). 
 Model 3 adds three contextual variables, all with statistically signifi cant effects 
on cohabitation. Clearly, women residing in provinces with the largest shares of 
Quechua and Aymara residents are less likely to cohabit than women living in prov-
inces with the lowest presence of these two ethnic groups. The effect of the educa-
tional variable at the contextual level has a statistically signifi cant but modest effect: 
Women in the more educated provinces are less likely to cohabit than those residing 
in the less educated provinces. Finally, the migratory dimension is important as 
well. Cohabitation is less frequent in those provinces with fewer migrants (i.e., the 
largest percentage of the population residing in the same province in which they 
Table 7.5 (continued)
 Category 
 Distribution 
in %  Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 
  2000–3000 m  19.3  0.60 ** 
  1500–2000 m  1.5  0.57 ** 
  1000–1500 m  4.8  1.16 * 
  500–1000 m  1.6  0.66 * 
  Up to 500 m  32.3  1 
 Variance left between provinces  0.91  0.89  0.60  0.53 
 Intercept  −0.84  −0.53  −0.05 *  0.13  *  
 Note : All the coeffi cients are statistically signifi cant at  p < 0.001 except  * :  p < 0.05 and  ** :  p < 0.01. 
 Source : Authors’ tabulations based on census samples from IPUMS-International and the 2009 
Americas Barometer 
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were residing 5 years ago). The contextual variables have reduced the variance 
across provinces to 0.6, from 0.88 in Model 2. Finally, Model 4 examines whether 
altitude remains a signifi cant infl uence on cohabitation. Women residing in prov-
inces above 1500 m are less likely to cohabit than women residing in provinces 
below that level. Above 3000 m, the rate of cohabitation is even lower. After includ-
ing altitude, the variance across provinces shrinks to 0.53, from 0.6 in Model 3. 
Contrary to what occurred in Colombia, the contextual variables included in Model 
3 have had a greater effect on reducing the variance across provinces than altitude. 
5.2  Ecuador 
 The Ecuadorian model includes 5 individual level variables – race, education, lan-
guage, migration status and urban/rural – and three contextual variables at the 
 cantón level regarding Quechua speaking, education and migration (see Table  7.6 ). 
Provinces are dichotomized based on the percentage of the population that speaks 
Quechua (below or above the median across provinces), the percentage of women 
with a secondary education, and the percentage of the population born in the 
province of current residence. Model 1, the empty model, yields a variance across 
provinces of 1.55, which in Model 2, after including the individual variables, shrinks 
to 1.17.
 All individual variables matter for cohabitation. Afro-Ecuadorians, Black, 
Montubio and mulatto women have higher levels of cohabitation than white women 
(reference category). Indigenous and  mestizo women have lower levels of cohabita-
tion than white women. Education is negatively related to cohabitation. Quechua- 
speaking women are less likely to cohabit than women who only speak Spanish 
(reference category). However, for women speaking Shuar, Jivaro or other indige-
nous languages, the odds of cohabitation are higher than among Spanish-speaking 
women. Migration matters as well. Women who lived in a different municipality 5 
years before the census are more likely to cohabit than women who remain in the 
same municipality. 
 The contextual variables included in Model 3 have a signifi cant effect on cohabi-
tation. Cohabitation is lowest in those  cantones with the largest Quechua-speaking 
populations. Cohabitation is also low in those  cantones in which the percentage of 
women with a secondary education or beyond is above the median. And, fi nally, 
cohabitation is lowest in provinces with the lowest presence of migrants. The vari-
ance across  cantones in Model 3 is 0.78, which is half of the variance observed in 
Model 1 (1.55). 
 Model 4 adds altitude as a contextual variable, which is statistically signifi cant. 
Higher altitudes indicate lower levels of cohabitation. Furthermore, the altitudinal 
gradient halves the variance across  cantones (0.38) with regard to Model 3 (0.78). 
This clearly suggests that altitude is measuring a social and historical legacy that is 
not fully captured by any of the individual and contextual variables included in the 
model. 
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 Table 7.6  Sample characteristics and estimated odds ratios from a multilevel logistic regression 
model of unmarried cohabitation among partnered women aged 25–29 by selected individual and 
contextual level characteristics. Ecuador, 2010 
 Category  Distribution in %   Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 
 Dependent variable 
  Married  52.12 
  Cohabitation  47.88 
 Individual variables 
  Race or color 
  Afro-Ecuadorian  4.91  1.45  1.45  1.45 
  Black  0.95  1.96  1.96  1.96 
  Indigenous  7.68  0.42  0.42  0.42 
   Mestizo (indigenous and 
white) 
 71.44  0.82  0.83  0.83 
  Montubio (Ecuador)  7.18  1.34  1.34  1.34 
  Mulatto (Black and white)  2.42  1.58  1.58  1.58 
  Other  0.41  0.67  0.67  0.67 
  White  5.01  1  1  1 
  Education 
  University completed  9.48  0.18  0.18  0.18 
  Secondary completed  34.94  0.38  0.38  0.38 
  Primary completed  43.27  0.69  0.69  0.69 
   Less than primary 
completed 
 12.31  1  1  1 
  Language 1 or 2 
  Missing and only foreign  0.72  0.82  0.82  0.82 
  Other indigenous language  0.28  1.89  1.89  1.89 
  Quechua or Kichwa  4.66  0.43  0.44  0.44 
  Shuar/Jivaro  0.50  5.53  5.53  5.53 
  Only Spanish  93.83  1  1  1 
  Migration last 5 years 
  Abroad  1.52  1.84  1.84  1.84 
   Different major 
administrative unit 
 7.56  1.31  1.31  1.31 
   Same major administrative 
unit 
 90.92  1  1  1 
  Urban 
  Rural  36.02  0.94  0.94  0.94 
  Urban  63.98  1  1  1 
 Contextual variables. Proportion by cantons for all women 
  Quechua (median 4.0 %) 
  At or above the median  0.29  0.81 * 
  Below the median  1  1 
  Secondary (median 17.8 %) 
(continued)
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5.3  Peru 
 Finally, we examine Peru, 2007. The models for Peru include fi ve individual 
variables – mother tongue, education, religion, migration and urban areas – and four 
contextual level variables regarding the importance of the Quechua/Aymara 
language, education, religion and altitude (see Table  7.7 ). The baseline model yields 
a variance across provinces of 0.36. After including all of the individual variables, 
the variance remains nearly identical (0.35) despite all of the variables having a 
signifi cant effect on cohabitation. Women who speak Quechua or Aymara are less 
likely to cohabit than Spanish-speaking women (the reference category). Women 
speaking Ashanika or any other indigenous language are more likely to cohabit than 
Spanish- speaking women. Highly educated women (secondary or university) are 
less likely to cohabit than women with only primary or less than primary education. 
Women who report no religion are more likely to cohabit than women who profess 
Catholicism. Among religious women, however, evangelicals are less likely to 
cohabit than Catholic women (the reference category). Women living in a different 
administrative unit 5 years before the census are more likely to cohabit than women 
who reside in the same unit, except for women living abroad 5 years prior to the 
census. Cohabitation among rural women is lower than among urban women.
 Model 3 includes three contextual variables. Women living in provinces with the 
largest shares of Quechua- and Aymara-speaking populations are less likely to 
cohabit than women in provinces with low shares of these two populations. However, 
cohabitation is highest among women living in areas with the greatest proportion of 
Table 7.6 (continued)
 Category  Distribution in %   Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 
  At or above the median  0.89 **  0.75 ** 
  Below the median  1  1 
  Born same administrative unit (median 95.8 %) 
  At or above the median  0.68 **  0.87 * 
  Below the median  1  1 
  Altitude cantones 
  Up to 500 m  55.43  1 
  500–1000 m  2.01  0.81 * 
  1000–1500 m  2.68  0.47 ** 
  1500–2000 m  0.51  0.35 
  2000–3000 m  33.10  0.23 
  Above 3000 m  6.26  0.12 
 Variance left between cantones  1.55  1.17  0.78  0.38 
 Intercept  0.03  *   0.80  1.65  1.72 
 Note : All the coeffi cients are statistically signifi cant at  p < 0.001 except  * :  p < 0.05 and  ** :  p < 0.01. 
 Source : Authors’ tabulations based on census samples from IPUMS-International and the 2009 
Americas Barometer 
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 Table 7.7  Sample characteristics and estimated odds ratios from a multilevel logistic regression 
model of unmarried cohabitation among partnered women aged 25–29 by selected individual and 
contextual level characteristics. Peru, 2007 
 Category 
 Distribution 
in %   Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 
 Dependent variable 
  Married  30.2 
  Cohabitation  69.8 
 Individual variables 
  Mother tongue, Peru 
  Ashaninka  0.3  1.96  1.96  1.96 
  Quechua  13.5  0.92  0.92  0.92 
  Aymara  2.0  0.69  0.69  0.69 
  Other indigenous language  0.9  2.67  2.67  2.66 
  Foreign language  0.1  0.53  0.53  0.53 
  Not applicable  0.0  1.11 *  1.11 *  1.11 * 
  Spanish (ref.)  83.2  1  1  1 
  Education 
  University completed  8.1  0.31  0.31  0.31 
  Secondary completed  48.2  0.72  0.72  0.72 
  Primary completed  25.8  1.12  1.12  1.12 
   Less than primary 
completed (ref.) 
 17.9  1  1  1 
  Religion 
  No religion  2.9  1.15  1.15  1.15 
  Evangelical Protestant  13.9  0.34  0.34  0.34 
  Other  3.2  0.35  0.35  0.34 
   Catholic (Roman or unspecifi ed) 
(ref.) 
 80.1  1  1  1 
  Migration last 5 years 
  Abroad  0.3  0.41  0.41  0.41 
   Different major administrative 
unit 
 8.4  1.27  1.27  1.27 
   Same major, different minor 
administrative unit 
 3.3  1.22  1.22  1.22 
   Same major, same minor 
administrative unit (ref.) 
 88.0  1  1  1 
  Urban 
  Rural  23.8  0.73  0.73  0.73 
  Urban (ref.)  76.2  1  1  1 
 Contextual variables. Proportions by provinces for all women 
  Quechua/Aymara (median 8.1 %) 
  At or above the median  0.97 *  1.05 * 
  Below the median  1  1 
(continued)
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women who have secondary or college educations and with the highest shares of 
evangelicals. Despite including the contextual variables, the variance across prov-
inces has scarcely changed with regard to Models 1 and 2. Model 4 includes altitude 
in the equation and shows that there is no relation between altitude and cohabitation 
in Peru. 
 To conclude, Bolivia, Ecuador and Peru have exhibited some common character-
istics regarding the effect of individual variables on cohabitation. Education is nega-
tively related to cohabitation. Migrant and urban women are more likely to cohabit. 
Migrant and urban women also show substantial diversity across ethnic, racial or 
linguistic groups. Quechua and Aymara populations in Peru, Bolivia and Ecuador 
systematically exhibit the lowest levels of cohabitation. However, there are indige-
nous groups with high levels of cohabitation, such as the Jivaro in Ecuador, the 
Guaranis in Bolivia, and the Ashanika in Peru. In Ecuador, Black and mulatto popu-
lations are more likely to cohabit than white populations. Contextual-level variables 
are always statistically signifi cant, and basically their effect is consistent with what 
is observed at the individual level. The capacity of each model to explain the vari-
ance across second-level administrative units (i.e., the geography of cohabitation) 
varies depending on the country. In Ecuador, which displayed the largest internal 
contrasts, the variance across  cantones decreases by half when the individual and 
contextual variables (excluding altitude) are considered (from 1.5 to 0.78). In 
Bolivia, the variance declined from 0.9 to 0.60, and in Peru, the variance did not 
change. Altitude has no effect in Peru, a modest effect in Bolivia, but a substantial 
effect in Ecuador. 
Table 7.7 (continued)
 Category 
 Distribution 
in %   Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 
  Secondary (median 17.3 %) 
  At or above the median  1.03 *  1.01 * 
  Below the median  1  1 
  Evangelical (median 9.7 %) 
  At or above the median  1.08 *  1.00 * 
  Below the median  1  1 
  Altitude province 
  Up to 500 m  18.7  1.00 * 
  500–1000 m  35.4  0.85 * 
  1000–1500 m  3.4  0.94 * 
  1500–2000 m  3.7  1.00 * 
  2000–3000 m  11.8  0.85 * 
  Above 3000 m  27.0  0.81 * 
 Variance left between provinces  0.36  0.35  0.35  0.36 
 Intercept  0.98  1.49  1.45  1.58 
 Note : All the coeffi cients are statistically signifi cant at  p < 0.001 except  * :  p < 0.05 and  ** :  p < 0.01. 
 Source : Authors’ tabulations based on census samples from IPUMS-International and the 2009 
Americas Barometer 
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6  Conclusions 
 In this chapter, we have documented the spectacular increase in cohabitation in 
Colombia and explored its social and spatial patterning, which, despite the overall 
increase in cohabitation, continues to the present day. We have shown that educa-
tion, ethnicity and migration status matter to cohabitation. However, we have also 
shown that these individual characteristics matter relatively little when explaining 
the large internal differences observed within countries. In this regard, contextual 
variables are important as well and always behave in the same manner as the indi-
vidual variables. Poorly educated women in poorly educated provinces are always 
more likely to cohabit than poorly educated women in highly educated provinces. 
Education, ethnicity and migration matter at the individual and contextual levels. 
However, contextual characteristics at the municipality level account for only a por-
tion of the variance in cohabitation levels within countries. 
 These results demonstrate the importance of context and the need to delve into 
the historical legacies of cohabitation to understand the origin of the Colombian 
boom in cohabitation. The examples of Ecuador, Peru and Bolivia have been used 
in this chapter to enhance the Colombian case. The four countries could in fact have 
been analyzed together because the individual and contextual predictors of cohabi-
tation behaved in similar manners. We have observed that education indicates a 
negative gradient with cohabitation and that the effect of ethnicity varies by ethnic 
background. Indigenous populations are not a homogeneous group. Quechua and 
Aymara populations exhibit different behaviors from other groups, as seen in the 
cases of Bolivia, Peru and Ecuador. In Colombia, that distinction was not possible 
although it is quite likely that we would have identifi ed different patterns of cohabi-
tation across indigenous groups. Consistent with historical explanations, Afro- 
descendant populations systematically show the highest levels of cohabitation. 
 The joint use of individual- and contextual-level explanatory variables is suffi -
cient to account for the majority of Bolivia’s internal diversity regarding cohabita-
tion but not suffi cient to account for the internal diversity identifi ed in Peru or 
Ecuador. Compared with Ecuador, Peru has fewer internal differences in terms of 
cohabitation. Ecuador was the country in Latin America with the sharpest contrasts 
within regions. Half of the internal variance in Ecuador was explained by individual 
and contextual characteristics based on education, ethnicity and migration status. 
After all these controls, however, altitude nevertheless remains a good predictor of 
cohabitation, suggesting that, as in Colombia, altitude is a proxy of an unobserved 
feature of how the institutionalization of marriage occurred in the Andes. 
 Open Access  This chapter is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial 4.0 International License ( http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/ ), 
which permits any noncommercial use, duplication, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in 
any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license and indicate if changes were made. 
 The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the work’s Creative 
Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if such material is not included in 
the work’s Creative Commons license and the respective action is not permitted by statutory regu-
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